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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . In view of the pre-appeal request filed on April 28, 2008, PROSECUTION IS 
HEREBY REOPENED. New grounds of rejection are set forth below. 

To avoid abandonment of the application, appellant must exercise one of the 
following two options: 

(1) file a reply under 37 CFR 1.111 (if this Office action is non- final) or a reply 
under 37 CFR 1.113 (if this Office action is final); or, 

(2) initiate a new appeal by filing a notice of appeal under 37 CFR 41.31 followed 
by an appeal brief under 37 CFR 41 .37. The previously paid notice of appeal fee and 
appeal brief fee can be applied to the new appeal. If, however, the appeal fees set forth in 
37 CFR 41.20 have been increased since they were previously paid, then appellant must 
pay the difference between the increased fees and the amount previously paid. 

A Supervisory Patent Examiner (SPE) has approved of reopening prosecution by 
signing below: 

Summary and Status of Claims 

2. Claims 1-19 are pending. 

3. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph. 

4. Claims 2, 3, 5, 6, and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph. 

5. Claims 1-8 and 14-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101. 

6. Claims 1-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Moraes 
et al. (US Patent Pub 2005/0033777). 
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7. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be 
found in a prior Office action. 

Specification 

8. The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for 
the claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 608.01(o). Correction 
of the following is required: The computer readable medium recited in claims 14-18 is 
not mentioned in the Specification and is therefore not supported. As a result, a 
corresponding rejection under 35 U.S.C. 101 is set forth below. 

Claim Objections 

9. Claims 2, 7, 8, 12, and 18 objected to because of the following informalities: 

10. In claim 2, "the reading component" has to be changed to ~a reading component- 
as it is a new limitation. 

11. In claim 7, "information" should be changed to —data— to maintain consistency. 

12. In claim 8, "the log" should be changed to -the corrected entity log- to maintain 
consistency. 

13. In claims 12 and 18, "the correction" should be changed to -the request to 
correct— to maintain consistency. 

14. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1 5 . The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of35U.S.C. 112: 
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The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

16. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim contains subject matter which was 
not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in 
the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession 
of the claimed invention. 

17. Claim 2 recites "the reading component" in lines 1-2. First of all, there is a lack 
of antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Second, the "reading component" is 
not described in the Specification. A review of the specification did not result in a 
description of the reading component or the generation of "a new entity from the database 
entity that is read and stores it in the database." None of the drawings show a reading 
component either. It is the Examiner's conclusion that the reading component is not 
described anywhere in the Specification. 

18. For the prior art rejections below, the Examiner will interpret the "reading 
component" and its functionality as that of the data flow manager recited in claim 1 . 
Applicant is requested to point out support for the limitations of claim 2. 

19. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

20. Claims 2, 3, 5, 6, 8, and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim 
the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 
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21 . Claims 2, 3, and 5 recite "a database entity" or "the database entity." It is unclear 
whether these are the same as a "data entity" recited in claim 1 or if they are two different 
types of entities. For the prior art rejections below, "database entity" will be interpreted 
as "data entity." 

22. Claim 8 recites "a 'jump to' feature" in line 3. The quotations around the 
limitation render the scope of the limitation unclear. One of ordinary skill in the art 
would not be apprised to determine what Applicant intends the limitation to cover 
because of the quotations. 

23. Further, claim 8 recites "the log" in line 4. It is unclear whether "the log" refers 
to the corrected entity log or the read history log. For the prior art rejections below, "the 
log" in claim 8, will be interpreted as referring to the corrected entity log. 

24. Claim 12 recites "the correction" in line 1. There is a lack of antecedent basis for 
this limitation in the claim. The limitation will be interpreted as "a correction." 

25. Claim 6 is rejected because it depends on a rejected claim. Dependent claims 
contain the limitations of the parent claims and are therefore rejected for the same 
reasons. 

26. The prior art rejections to claims 2, 3, 5, 6, 8, and 12 below are made as best 
understood in light of the rejection under 35 U.S. C. 112, first and second paragraph 
addressed above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 

27. Claims 1-8 and 14-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 
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28. The basis of this rejection is set forth in a test of whether the invention is 
categorized as a process, machine, manufacture or composition of matter. 

29. In the present case, claims 1-8 and 19 recite a system that does not contain 
components defining the physical structure of the system. For a system claim to be 
statutory, it must recite physical components that define the physical structure of the 
system, thereby allowing the system to be categorized in one of the statutory categories 
of invention. Paragraph 29 also states that the systems may be software implemented. 

30. In regards to claims 14-18, the computer readable medium is not supported by the 
Specification. As a result, the scope of computer readable medium is not defined and 
therefore can include carrier waves and signals, which are nonstatutory. 

31. To expedite a complete examination of the instant application, the claims rejected 
under 35 U.S. C. 101 (nonstatutory) above are further rejected as set forth below in 
anticipation of applicant amending these claims to overcome the rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

32. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant lor patent or (2) a patent granted 
on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant 
for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall 
have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the 
international application designated the United States and was published tinder Article 21(2) of such 
treaty in the English language. 



Application/Control Number: 10/824,437 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2163 

33. Claims 1-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Moraes et al. (US Patent Pub 2005/0033777) (Moraes). 

34. In regards to claim 1, Moraes discloses a correction server system, comprising: 

a. an analyzer to calculate an analytical result using at least one data entity 
stored in a database (Moraes at para. 0054; para. 0096) l ; 

b. a data flow manager, responsive to read requests from agents to the 
database, to store a read history identifying a relationship between the data entity 
being read and the analytical result (Moraes at para. 0100 "DBDir"); and 

c. a correction server that, when corrections are made to the database, 
identifies corrected entities in a corrected entity log (Moraes at para. 0054) 2 and 
compares the corrected entity log against the read history to identify analytical 
results rendered possibly inconsistent due to the correction. Moraes at para. 0102. 

35. In regards to claim 2, Moraes discloses the correction server system of claim 1, 
further comprising a reading component, which generates a new entity from the database 
entity that is read and stores it in the database. Moraes at para. 0103. 

36. In regards to claim 3, Moraes discloses the correction server system of claim 1, 
wherein the read history log identifies leading and dependent entities, a leading entity 
being a database entity that is read by a component and a dependent entity being a new 
object entity created from the database entity that is read. Moraes at Fig. 7, element 704; 
para. 0083. 

1 Observer module (i.e., analyzer) is used to observe an initial baseline value of data items (i.e., calculate an 
analytical result using at least one data entity from the database). 

2 Session module (i.e., correction server) organizes all changes to data items (i.e., identifies corrected 
entities) into change sessions (i.e., corrected entity log). 
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37. In regards to claim 4, Moraes discloses the correction server system of claim 1, 
wherein the read history stores pairs of entity identifiers. Moraes at Fig. 7, element 704; 
para. 0083. 

38. In regards to claim 5, Moraes discloses the correction server system of claim 1, 
wherein the correction server receives correction data that includes an identifier of a 
database entity being corrected, an indication of fields within the database entity that are 
being changed and an identification of field values that are changed. Moraes at Fig. 7, 
element 703; para. 0077. 

39. In regards to claim 6, Moraes discloses the correction server system of claim 5, 
wherein the corrected entity log stores all the correction data noted in claim 5. Moraes at 
para. Fig. 7, element 703; para. 0077. 

40. In regards to claim 7, Moraes discloses the correction server of claim 1, wherein 
the correction server further comprises a filtering agent that compares correction data to 
filtering criterion and stores the correction data in the corrected entity log only if the 
correction data matches the filtering criterion. Moraes at para. 0055\ 

41. In regards to claim 8, Moraes discloses the correction server system of claim 1 , 
wherein the correction server further includes a user interface that permits review and 
display of the corrected entity log (Moraes at para. 0056), the user interface providing a 
jump to feature that, when activated with respect to an entry of the log causes a data 
entity referenced by the entry to be retrieved and displayed. Moraes at para. 0044; Fig. 
18, element 18-7; para. 0138; para. 0140. 



3 The recorder module validates all processes to ensure they fall within the policies (i.e., filtering criteron) 
of the tracer) and only traces if it is authorized (i.e., stores correction data only if correction data matches 
the filtering criterion). 
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42. In regards to claim 9, Moraes discloses a computer-implemented correction 
management method comprising: 

a. responsive to a request to correct a first database entity, creating a second 
database entry that is a corrected copy of the first database entity (Moraes at para. 
0055), 

b. storing an entry in a corrected entity log that identifies the first database 
entity (Moraes at para. 0077), 

c. comparing the corrected entity log entry against a read history log 
identifying prior accesses to the database (Moraes at para. 0142), 

d. if the entry matches an entry from the read history log, identifying a 
dependent database entity from the read history log as a possibly inconsistent 
entity (Moraes at para. 0054; para. 0102; para. 0194), the dependent database 
entity based on an analytical result calculated from the first database entity. 
Moraes at para. 0054; para. 0096. 

43. In regards to claim 10, Moraes discloses the correction management method of 
claim 9, wherein the read history log stores paired leading entity identifiers and 
dependent entity identifiers relating to the prior accesses. Moraes at Fig. 7, element 704; 
para. 0083. 

44. In regards to claim 11, Moraes discloses the correction management method of 
claim 10, wherein the comparison is made between an entity identifier from the corrected 
entity log and the leading entity identifier from the read history log. Moraes at Fig. 7, 
element 704; para. 0083. 
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45. In regards to claim 12, Moraes discloses the correction management method of 
claim 9, wherein the request to correct includes an entity identifier of the first database 
entity and an indication of fields within the first database entity being corrected. Moraes 
at Moraes at Fig. 7, element 704; para. 0083. 

46. In regards to claim 13, Moraes discloses the correction management method of 
claim 9, further comprising comparing the correction request to filtering criteria and 
performing the storing and comparing unless the correction request does not satisfy the 
filtering criteria. Moraes at para. 0055 4 . 

47. Claims 14-18 are essentially claims 9-13, respectively, in the form of a computer 
readable medium. Moraes discloses a computer readable medium. Moraes at para. 0041. 

48. In regards to claim 19, Moraes discloses a system for identifying inconsistent data 
in a computer system comprising: 

a. a first database to store data generated during operation of the computer 
system (Moraes at Fig. 3A, element 301); 

b. a correction manager to manage corrections performed in the system 
(Moraes at Fig. 3A, element 300; para. 0047-8), the correction manager further 
comprising: 

i. a second database to store a list of corrected data entries in the first 
database (Moraes at para. Fig. 3A, element 301; para. 0054); and 



4 The recorder module validates all processes to ensure they fall within the policies (i.e., filtering criteron) 
of the tracer) and only traces if it is authorized (i.e., stores correction data only if correction data matches 
the filtering criterion). 
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ii. a third database to store a list of uncorrected data entries identified 
as potentially inconsistent due to a correction performed on an entity listed 
in the second database (Moraes at Fig. 3 A, element 301; para. 0055); and 

iii. a data flow manager to manage access to the first database, the 
second database, and the third database by an analyzer (Moraes at para. 
0054; para. 0096), the analyzer to provide analytical results calculated 
from data stored in the first database to an operator of the system. Moraes 
at para. 0054; para. 0096. 



Response to Arguments 
Rejection of claims 1-19 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) 

49. Applicant's arguments in regards to the rejections to claims 1-19 under 35 U.S.C. 
102(b), have been fully considered but are moot in view of the new grounds of rejection 
set forth above. 



Conclusion 

50. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael Le whose telephone number is 571-272-7970. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thurs : 9:30am-6pm, Fri: 8am-4:30pm. 

51. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Don Wong can be reached on 571-272-1834. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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52. Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

/Michael Le/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2163 



/don wong/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2163 



